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Application No. 09/160,503 
Appeal Brief dated May 23, 2005 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is the assignee, Apple Computer, Inc., located in 
Cupertino, California. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no appeal or interference proceedings in the present application. In 
related patent application 08/900,964 entitled "System And Method For Generating 
High-Luminance Windows On A Computer Display Device", the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences issued a Decision on Appeal on April 15, 2003 in Appeal 
number 2002-1304. A. copy of this Decision is included in the Appendix. On September 
7, 2004, Appellant filed a second Notice of Appeal in related patent application 
08/900,964. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-12, 21-32, and 41-51 stand finally rejected by the Examiner. Appellant 
appeals the final rejection of claims 1-12, 21-32, and 41-51. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

All amendments have been entered. Appellant did not file an amendment after 
final action. 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 



A window manager (314) embeds at least one key signal (710) and special 
window information into a video signal (see Figure 7A and 7B and page 19, line 6 to 
page 23, line 2). The window manager may be included in an operating system (312) 
for a computing system (100) (see Figure 3 and lines 17-22 on page 12). A window 
decoder (416) detects the key signal and extracts the special window information from 
the video signal. The window decoder (416) then selectively generates a display control 
signal that indicates which portion or portions of the video signal are to be processed 
differently from the remaining video signal (see Figure 4 and page 13, line 14 to page 
14, line 12). The portion or portions correspond to one or more target or content areas 
(512) within the special window or windows (200) that are processed specially or 
differently from the other displayed information. An output signal based on the video 
signal and the presence or absence of the display control signal is then generated, and 
the special processing results in one or more special windows (200) being displayed on 
a display (112) with one or more display attributes that differ from non-processed 
portions (see Figure 5 and page 14, line 14 to page 16, line 20). 



GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 



(1) Whether claims 1-4, 21-24, 42-48, and 50 are anticipated by United States 
Patent 6,052,676 by Hekmatpour. 

(2) Whether claims 5-9, 12, 25-29, 32, and 41 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour 
and United States Patent 6,169, 533 by Tse. 

(3) Whether claims 10 and 30 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and 
United States Patent 6,075,531 by DeStefano. 
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(4) Whether claims 11 and 31 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and 
United States Patent 4,907,174 by Priem. 

(5) Whether claims 49 and 51 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and 
United States Patent 5,841,420 by Kaply. 

ARGUMENTS 

(1) Whether claims 1-4, 21-24, 42-48, and 50 are anticipated by Hekmatpour 

Hekematpour discloses a method and system for presenting interactive 
hypermedia objects on a computer system. Hypermedia applications, such as computer 
software training modules, provide on-line interactive multimedia training programs 
for users such as system operators and technicians. The hypermedia interface in 
Hekematpour is based on hypermedia modules that are partitioned into logical pages. 
"A logical page consists of a set of windows containing images (e.g. still, video, 
animation, graphics) and all associated description (text and audio). In other words, a 
logical page is the predefined collection of all related information (e.g. text, graphics, 
images, audio, instruction, animation, video clips) which can be made available to the 
user'' (see col. 4, lines 24-33). Examples of various logical page templates are illustrated 
in figures 2a-2p and figures 3a and 3b. A logical page has one primary window and 
none, one, or more secondary windows. A logical page may contain many different 
hypermedia objects, but can only be opened by a call to its primary window. All other 
windows in a logical page are dependent and automatically linked to the primary 
window (or other secondary windows) or are pop-up windows which are activated via 
hypermedia links (see col. 4, lines 48-59). 
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Claims 1-4 and 44 

No Evidentiary Support In The Record 

The Manual Of Patent Examining Procedure states "[i]t is never appropriate to 
rely solely on 'common knowledge' in the art without evidentiary support in the 
record, as the principal evidence upon which a rejection was based." Section 
2144.03(A). Furthermore, "any such facts so noticed should be of notorious character 
and serve only to 'fill in the gaps' in an insubstantial manner which might exist in the 
evidentiary showing made by the examiner to support a particular ground for 
rejection." Section 2144.04(E). And if an "applicant challenges a factual assertion as not 
properly officially noticed or not properly based upon common knowledge, the 
examiner must support the finding with adequate evidence." Section 2144.04(C). 

Appellant respectfully submits the Examiner makes several factual assertions 
without any evidentiary support in the record to reject claims 1-4 and 44. The factual 
assertions include: 

(1) Any window that accesses other programs or procedures of any type is also a 
program manager (see page 2 of final office action). 

(2) Such software inherently teaches a processor that acts as a window decoder 
for extracting special window information from said video signal and responsively 
generating a display control signal (see page 3 of final office action). 

(3) Any type of circuitry that translates input entered into computer readable 
signals then back to human readable output is a type of window decoder (see page 3 of 
final office action). 
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Appellant challenged these assertions and requested evidentiary support be produced 
in the Amendments dated May 3, 2003 and August 9, 2004. The Examiner did not 
respond to Appellant's request and failed to produce any evidentiary support for such 
factual assertions. Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejections of claims 
1-4 and 44. 

Anticipation 

In order for a reference to anticipate an invention, each and every element of the 
claimed invention must be found in a single reference. "Moreover, it is incumbent upon 
the examiner to identify v^herein each and every facet of the claimed invention is 
disclosed in the applied reference." Ex parte Levy, 17 USPQ2d 1461, 1462 (Bd Pat App 
& Inter 1990). Section 2131.01 of the MPEP further states the "identical invention must 
be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . clairn. The elements must be 
arranged as required by the claim. . ." Appellant respectfully submits that Hekmatpour 
does not anticipate Appellant's claimed invention because Hekmatpour does not teach 
or disclose each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Independent claim 1 recites, in relevant part, "a v^indow manager to embed 
special windov^ information in a video signal." Nothing found in Hekmatpour embeds 
special v^indow information in a video signal. Moreover, the Examiner does not clearly 
specify where this element in claim 1 is found in Hekmatpour . The Examiner states a 
"window driven program such as, for example, Microsoft Word can manage a word 
document and window settings; therefore, a v\^indow driven program is both a program 
manager and a window manager" (see page 13 of final office action). The Examiner 
also argues the "buttons demonstrate a type of window manager for running 
programs" (page 2 of final office action). Appellant disagrees with the Examiner on 
both points. A window manager as claimed by Appellant is not disclosed by a window 
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driven program. And the buttons do not teach a window manager "to embed special 
window information in a video signal." Appellant therefore submits Hekmatpour does 
not teach "a window manager to embed special window information in a video signal.'' 

With respect to embedding special window information in a video signal, the 
Examiner argues "special window information must be inherently embedded within a 
video signal in order for window system [sic] to process to display differently [sic] from 
other different type of displays such as text or audio display" (see page 14 of final office 
action). Appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statement. Special 
window information does not have to be embedded within a video signal. Appellant 
notes the Examiner did not provide any evidence to support his statement to Appellant. 
Additionally, Appellant does not understand what the Examiner means by different 
types of displays such as text or audio displays. 

Independent claim 1 further recites "a window decoder to extract said special 
window information from said video signal and responsively generate a display control 
signal, wherein said display control signal enables special processing of portions of said 
video signal associated with said one or more special windows." The Examiner claims 
the windows software shown in figures 2i-2p of Hekmatpour "inherently teach a 
processor that acts as a window decoder for extracting special window information 
from said video signal and responsively generating a display control signal" (page 3 of 
final office action). The Examiner also argues that "video data requires some type of 
decoding process" and that "any type of circuitry that translates input entered into 
computer readable signals then back to human readable output is a type of window 
decoder." 

Appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner. A window decoder as 
claimed by Appellant is not disclosed in Hekmatpour . The windows shown in figures 
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2i-2p are examples of templates for logical pages. Appellant submits Hekmatpour does 
not teach "a window decoder to extract said special window information from said 
video signal and responsively generate a display control signal, wherein said display 
control signal enables special processing of portions of said video signal associated with 
said one or more special windows/' ^ 

Appellant also disagrees with the Examiner's claim that ''video data requires 
some type of decoding process." Video data does not require some type of special 
decoding process in order to be displayed differently from text data, as claimed by the 
Examiner. Appellant notes the Examiner did not provide any evidence to Appellant to 
support this factual assertion. 

Appellant further disputes the Examiner's claim that "any type of circuitry that 
translates input entered into computer readable signals then back to human readable 
output is a type of window decoder." Appellant's claim 1 recites "a window decoder to 
extract said special window information from said video signal and responsively 
generate a display control signal, wherein said display control signal enables special 
processing of portions of said video signal associated with said one or more special 
windows." This aspect of the claimed invention is not disclosed by "any type of 
circuitry that translates input entered into computer readable signals then back to 
human readable output." 

With respect to extracting special window information from a video signal, the 
Examiner states on page 14 of the final office action " Hekmatpour' s window system 
must inherently extract window information from a video signal in order to generate a 
video display (with display attributes) on a right window, in the logical partitioned 
logical pages, that differ from different windows such as text, audio," Appellant notes 
Hekmatpour does disclose a window numbering and window identification technique 
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that are used to link to and select a window (see col. 4, lines 61-64). This window 
numbering and identification technique, however, does not teach a window decoder to 
''extract said special window information from said video signal and responsively 
generate a display control signal, wherein said display control signal enables special 
processing of portions of said video signal associated with said one or more special 
windows, and wherein said special processing results in said one or more special 
windows being produced on said display with one or more display attributes that differ 
from non-processed portions of said video signal/' 

Independent claim 1 also recites "responsively generate a display control signal, 
wherein said display control signal enables special processing of portions of said video 
signal associated with said one or more special windows." The Examiner does not 
discuss where this aspect of the claimed invention is found in Hekmatpour . Appellant 
respectfully submits nothing found in Hekmatpour teaches "special processing of 
portions of said video signal." 

The Examiner does argue the external application controls shown in figure 2p 
teach the control signal that enables special processing of portions of the video signal 
(the Examiner stated figure 2n but that figure does not depict external application 
controls). Appellant is unable to find, however, where Hekmatpour describes the 
function or purpose of the external application controls shown in figure 2p. Appellant 
therefore submits the Examiner reads Appellant's disclosure into Hekmatpour and then 
concludes figure 2p teaches "responsively generate a display control signal, wherein 
said display control signal enables special processing of portions of said video signal 
associated with said one or more special windows." Appellant respectfully submits 
Hekmatpour does not teach this aspect of the claimed invention. 
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And finally, independent claim 1 recites "wherein said special processing results 
in said one or more special windows being produced on said display with one or more 
display attributes that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal/' One 
example of a display attribute is increased luminance (see page 13 of Appellant's 
ispecification). The Examiner argues the video animation window in figure 2n in 
Hekmatpour is a special window. Nothing found in Hekmatpour teaches displaying 
the video animation window, or any other window, with a display attribute that differs 
from the non-processed portions of said video signal. 

The Examiner states on page 14 of the final office action that "each of 
Hekmatpour' s sub-windows is a special window in its own sense whether it is used to 
display text, chart, graphic, audio or video because the applicant does not clearly define 
'special window' in the claim language." Appellant disputes this statement. 
Independent claim 1 clearly recites "said special processing results in said one or more 
special windows being produced on said display with one or more display attributes 
that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal." None of the sub- 
windows in Hekmatpour are displayed with. one or more differing display attributes 
that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal. Appellant submits the fact 
that one sub-window may display text while another sub-window displays a chart does 
not teach this aspect of the claimed invention. 

"Claims in dependent form shall be construed to incorporate by reference all the 
limitations of the claim incorporated by reference into the dependent claim." 37 CFR 
1.75. Therefore, claims 2, 3, 4, and 44 include all the limitations of claim 1. Since 
Hekmatpour does not anticipate independent claim 1 for at least the reasons discussed 
above. Appellant respectfully submits claims 2, 3, 4, and 44 are also not anticipated by 
Hekmatpour . 
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Claims 21-24 and 45 

No Evidentiary Support In The Record 

Appellant respectfully submits the Examiner makes several factual assertions 
without any evidentiary support in the record to reject claims 21-24 and 45. The factual 
assertions include: 

(1) Video data requires some type of decoding process (see page 4 of final office 
action). 

(2) Any sub-window is a type of special window (see page 4 of final office 
action). 

Appellant challenged these assertions and requested evidentiary support in the 
Amendments dated May 3, 2003 and August 9, 2004. The Examiner did not respond to 
Appellant's request and failed to produce any evidentiary support for such factual 
assertions. Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejections of claims 21-24 
and 45. 

Anticipation 

Independent claim 21 recites, in relevant part, "embedding special window 
information in a video signal.'' As discussed earlier, nothing found in Hekmatpour 
embeds special window information in a video signal. Appellant also disagrees with 
the Examiner's statement that "special window information must be inherently 
embedded within a video signal in order for window system [sic] to process to display 
differently [sic] from other different type of displays such as text or audio display" (see 
page 14 of final office action). Special window information does not have to be 
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embedded within a video signal. Additionally, Appellant does not understand what 
the Examiner means by different types of displays such as text or audio displays. 

Independent claim 21 further recites "extracting said special window 
information from said video signal." The Examiner claims the windows software 
shown in figures 2i-2p of Hekmatpour "inherently teach a processor that acts as a 
window decoder for extracting special window information from said video signal and 
responsively generating a display control signal" (page 3 of final office action). The 
windows shown in figures 2i-2p are examples of templates for logical pages. 
Hekmatpour does not teach "extracting said special window information from said 
video signal." 

The Examiner also argues " Hekmatp our' s window system must inherently 
extract window information from a video signal in order to generate a video display 
(with display attributes) on a right window, in the logical partitioned logical pages, that 
differ from different windows such as text, audio." Appellant notes Hekmatpour does 
disclose a window numbering and window identification technique that are used to 
link to and select a window (see col. 4, lines 61-64). This window numbering and 
identification technique, however, does not teach "extracting said special window 
information from said video signal" and "generating a display control signal in 
response to said window information to enable different processing of portions of said 
video signal associated with said one or more special windows, wherein said different 
processing results in said one or more special windows being produced on said display 
with one or more display attributes differing from non-processed portions of said video 
signal." 

Moreover, Hekmatpour does not teach "generating a display control signal in 
response to said window information to enable different processing of portions of said 
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video signal associated with said one or more special windows." The Examiner does 
not discuss where this aspect of the claimed invention is found in Hekmatpour . 
Appellant respectfully submits Hekmatpour does not teach ''different processing of 
portions of said video signal/' 

And finally, independent claim 21 recites "wherein said different processing 
results in said one or more special windows being produced on said display with one or 
more display attributes differing from non-processed portions of said video signal/' 
One example of a display attribute is increased luminance (see page 13 of Appellant's 
specification). The Examiner argues the video animation window in figure 2n of 
Hekmatpour is a special window and that "video data requires some type of decoding 
process". Nothing found in Hekmatpour teaches displaying the video animation 
window, or any other window, with a display attribute that differs from the non- 
processed portions of said video signal. Appellant also disputes the Examiner's claim 
that video data requires some type of decoding. 

The Examiner also states that "each of Hekmatpour' s sub-windows is a special 
window in its own sense whether it is used to display text, chart, graphic, audio or 
video because the applicant does not clearly define 'special window' in the claim 
language." Appellant disputes this statement. Independent claim 21 clearly recites 
"wherein said different processing results in said one or more special windows being 
produced on said display with one or more display attributes differing from non- 
processed portions of said video signal." None of the sub-windows in Hekmatpour are 
displayed with one or more differing display attributes that differ from non-processed 
portions of said video signal. The fact that one sub-window may display text while 
another sub-window displays a chart does not teach this aspect of the claimed 
invention. 
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''Claims in dependent form shall be construed to incorporate by reference all the 
limitations of the claim incorporated by reference into the dependent claim/' 37 CFR 
1.75, Therefore, claims 22, 23, 24, and 45 include all the limitations of claim 1. Since 
Hekmatpour does not anticipate independent claim 21 for at least the reasons discussed 
above. Appellant respectfully submits claims 22, 23, 24, and 45 are also not anticipated 
by Hekmatpour . 

Claims 4Z 43, 46, and 47 

No Evidentiary Support In The Record 

Appellant respectfully submits the Examiner makes several factual assertions 
without any evidentiary support in the record to reject claims 42, 43, 46, and 47. The 
Examiner rejects independent claims 42 and 43 under same rationale used for 
independent claim 21. Therefore, the factual assertions include: 

(1) Video data requires some type of decoding process (see page 4 of final office 
action). 

(2) Any sub-v^indov^ is a type of special window (see page 4 of final office 
action). 

Appellant challenged these assertions and requested evidentiary support in the 
Amendments dated May 3, 2003 and August 9, 2004. The Examiner did not respond to 
Appellant's request and failed to produce any evidentiary support for such factual 
assertions. Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejections of claims 42, 43, 
46, and 47. 
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Anticipation 

Independent claims 42 and 43 recite, in relevant part, "embedding special 
window information in a video signal/' Nothing found in Hekmatpour embeds special 
window information in a video signal. Appellant also disagrees with the Examiner's 
statement that "special window information must be inherently embedded within a 
video signal in order for window system [sic] to process to display differently [sic] from 
other different type of displays such as text or audio display" (see page 14 of final office 
action). Special window information does not have to be embedded within a video 
signal. Additionally, Appellant does not understand what the Examiner means by 
different types of displays such as text or audio displays. 

Independent claims 42 and 43 further recite "extracting said special window 
information from said video signal." The Examiner claims the windows software 
shown in figures 2i-2p of Hekmatpour "inherently teach a processor that acts as a 
window decoder for extracting special window information from said video signal and 
responsively generating a display control signal" (page 3 of final office action). The 
windows shown in figures 2i-2p are examples of templates for logical pages. 
Hekmatpour does not teach ""extracting said special window information from said 
video signal." 

The Examiner also argues " Hekmatpour' s window system must inherently 
extract window information from a video signal in order to generate a video display 
(with display attributes) on a right window, in the logical partitioned logical pages, that 
differ from different windows such as text, audio." Appellant notes Hekmatpour does 
disclose a window numbering and window identification technique that are used to 
link to and select a window (see col. 4, lines 61-64). This window numbering and 
identification technique, however, does not teach "extracting said special window 
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information from said video signal" and ''generating a display control signal in 
response to said window information to enable different processing of portions of said 
video signal associated with said one or more special windows, wherein said different 
processing results in said one or more special windows being produced on said display 
with one or more display attributes differing from non-processed portions of said video 
signal/' 

Moreover, Hekmatpour does not teach "generating a display control signal in 
response to said window information to enable different processing of portions of said 
video signal associated with said one or more special windows." The Examiner does 
not discuss where this aspect of the claimed invention is found in Hekmatpour . 
Appellant submits Hekmatpour does not teach "different processing of portions of said 
video signal." 

The Examiner does argue the video animation window in figure 2n of 
Hekmatpour is a special window and that "video data requires some type of decoding 
process." Appellant respectfully submits Hekmatpour does not teach displaying the 
video animation window, or any other window, with a display attribute that differs 
from the non-processed portions of said video signal. Appellant also disputes the 
Examiner's claim that video data requires some type of decoding. 

And finally, independent claims 42 and 43 recite "wherein said different 
processing results in said one or more special windows being produced on said display 
with one or more display attributes differing from non-processed portions of said video 
signal." One example of a display attribute is increased luminance (see page 13 of 
Appellant's specification). The Examiner argues the video animation window in figure 
2n of Hekmatpour is a special window. Nothing found in Hekmatpour teaches 
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displaying the video animation window, or any other window, with a display attribute 
that differs from the non-processed portions of said video signal. 

The Examiner states that "each of Hekmatpour's sub-windows is a special 
window in its own sense whether it is used to display text, chart, graphic, audio or 
video because the applicant does not clearly define 'special window' in the claim 
language/' Appellant disputes this statement. Independent claims 42 and 43 clearly 
recites "wherein said different processing results in said one or more special windows 
being produced on said display with one or more display attributes differing from non- 
processed portions of said video signal." None of the sub-windows in Hekmatpour are 
displayed with one or more differing display attributes that differ from non-processed 
portions of said video signal. The fact that one sub-window may display text while 
another sub-window displays a chart does not teach this aspect of the claimed 
invention. 

"Claims in dependent form shall be construed to incorporate by reference all the 
limitations of the claim incorporated by reference into the dependent claim." 37 CFR 
1.75. Therefore, claim 46 includes all of the limitations of claim 42 and claim 47 includes 
all of the limitations of claim 43. Since Hekmatpour does not anticipate independent 
claims 42 and 43 for at least the reasons discussed above. Appellant respectfully submits 
claims 46 and 47 are also not anticipated by Hekmatpour . 

Claims 48 and 50 

Anticipation 

Independent claims 48 and 50 recite, in relevant part, "wherein said video signal 
includes at least one key signal embedded therein." The Examiner argues figures 2i-2p 
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teach an image that includes one or more special windows (see page 6 of final office 
action). Figures 2i-2p, however, illustrate examples of various templates for a logical 
page. Nothing found in Hekmatpour teaches embedding a key signal into a video 
signal. 

Independent claims 48 and 50 further recite "extracting said at least one key 
signal from said video signal." The Examiner argues the description contained in lines 
25-35 of column 5 of Hekmatpour teach this aspect of the claimed invention. This cited 
language, however, discusses figure 3b, which illustrates a template for a logical page. 
The logical page includes various hypermedia objects that may be primary objects, 
secondary objects, pop-up objects, or hidden objects. The paragraph then describes how 
these different types of objects are activated. Appellant respectfully submits this cited 
section in Hekmatpour does not teach "extracting said at least one key signal from said 
video signal." 

Hekmatpour also does not teach "selectively generating a display control signal 
in response to said at least one key signal, wherein said display control signal indicates 
a target area within said one or more special windows is to be specially processed." 
The Examiner argues the description contained in lines 25-35 of column 5 of 
Hekmatpour teach this aspect of the claimed invention. This cited language, however, 
discusses figure 3b, which illustrates a template for a logical page. The logical page 
includes various hypermedia objects that may be primary objects, secondary objects, 
pop-up objects, or hidden objects. The paragraph then describes how these different 
types of objects are activated. Appellant respectfully submits this cited section in 
Hekmatpour does not teach "selectively generating a display control signal in response 
to said at least one key signal, wherein said display control signal indicates a target area 
within said one or more special windows is to be specially processed." 
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And finally, independent claims 48 and 50 recite ''a target area within said one or 
more special windows is to be specially processed in order to display said target area 
with one or more display attributes that differ from non-target areas/' One example of 
a display attribute is increased luminance (see page 13 of Appellant's specification). 
The Examiner does not discuss where a target area displayed ''with one or more display 
attributes that differ from non-target areas" is disclosed in Hekmatpour . Appellant 
submits Hekmatpour does not teach displaying "said target area with one or more 
display attributes that differ from non-target areas." 

The Examiner argues the video animation window in figure 2n of Hekmatpour is 
a special window and that "video data requires some type of decoding process." 
Appellant respectfully submits Hekmatpour does not teach displaying the video 
animation window, or any other window, with a display attribute that differs from the 
non-processed portions of said video signal. Appellant also disputes the Examiner's 
claim that video data requires some type of decoding. 

The Examiner also states that "each of Hekmatpour' s sub- windows is a special 
window in its own sense whether it is used to display text, chart, graphic, audio or 
video because the applicant does not clearly define 'special window' in the claim 
language." Appellant disputes this statement. Independent claims 48 and 50 clearly 
recites "wherein said display control signal indicates a target area within said one or 
more special windows is to be specially processed in order to display said target area 
with one or more display attributes that differ from non-target areas." None of the sub- 
windows in Hekmatpour are displayed with one or more differing display attributes 
that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal. The fact that one sub- 
window may display text while another sub-window displays a chart does not teach 
this aspect of the claimed invention. 
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(2) Whether claims 5-9, 22, 25-29, 32, and 41 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour and Tse 

The Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) states the following in 
Section 2142: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be 
met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach 
or suggest all the claim limitations. 

Appellant submits that the combination of Hekmatpour and Tse does not render 
Appellant's claimed invention obvious, since the combination does not meet any of the 
three basic criteria listed above. 

Appellant submits there is no motivation in either the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine or 
modify Hekmatpour and Tse to produce Appellant's claimed invention. Appellant 
notes the "level of skill in the art cannot be relied upon to provide the suggestion to 
combine references" MPEP Section 2143.01. In determining the propriety of the case for 
obviousness, "it is necessary to ascertain whether or not the reference teachings would 
appear to be sufficient for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art having the reference 
before him to make the proposed substitution, combination, or other modification" Id. 

As discussed earlier, Hekmatpour teaches a method and system for presenting 
interactive hypermedia objects on a computer system. Tse discloses a method and 
system for color key detection. Appellant respectfully submits Hekmatpour and Tse do 
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not provide sufficient teachings for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art to make the 
proposed combination. 

Moreover, when an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Claims 5-9 and 12 depend from 
independent claim 1 while claims 25-29, 32, and 41 depend from independent claim 21. 
Appellant's arguments regarding Hekmatpour apply to this rejection as well. And Tse 
does not teach or suggest any of the claimed elements in claims 1 and 21. Therefore, 
Appellant respectfully submits claims 5-9, 12, 25-29, 32, and 41 are not rendered 
obvious by the combination of Hekmatpour with Tse because the combined references 
do not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of claims 1 and 21. 

(3) Whether claims 10 and 30 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano 

Appellant submits that the combination of Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano 
does not render Appellant's claimed invention obvious, since the combination does not 
meet any of the three basic criteria for obviousness listed earlier. 

Appellant submits there is no motivation in either the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine or 
modify Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano to produce Appellant's claimed invention. As 
discussed earlier, Hekmatpour teaches a method and system for presenting interactive 
hypermedia objects on a computer system. Tse discloses a method and system for color 
key detection. And DeStefano teaches a computer system and method for manipulating 
multiple graphical user interface components with a proximity pointer. Appellant 
respectfully submits Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano do not provide sufficient 
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teachings for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art to make the proposed combination 
to produce Appellant's claimed invention. 

The Examiner states the following on page 14 of the final office action: 

[I]t would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine using number sequences associated with 
various windows indicating a number of special windows taught by 
DeStefano with the windowing and video processing disclosed by 
Hekmatpour and Tse. Doing so enables the user to track various 
windows or other software containers. 

Appellant respectfully submits this rationale does not provide the motivation to 
combine Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano . 

Moreover, when an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Claim 10 ultimately depends from 
independent claim 1 and claim 30 from independent claim 21. Appellant submits the 
combination of Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano does not teach all of the claim 
limitations of claims 1 and 21. Therefore, claims 10 and 30 are also not obvious in view 
of Hekmatpour, Tse, and DeStefano . 

(4) Whether claims 11 and 31 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem 

Appellant submits that the combination of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem does not 
render Appellant's claimed invention obvious, since the combination does not meet any 
of the three basic criteria for obviousness listed earlier. 
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Appellant submits there is no motivation in either the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine or 
modify Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem to produce Appellant's claimed invention. As 
discussed earlier, Hekmatpour teaches a method and system for presenting interactive 
hypermedia objects on a computer system. Tse discloses a method and system for color 
key detection. And Priem teaches a z-buffer memory for use in displaying two and 
three dimensional graphics within a plurality of windows. Appellant respectfully 
submits Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem do not provide sufficient teachings for one of 
ordinary skill in the relevant art to make the proposed combination to produce 
Appellant's claimed invention. 

The Examiner states the following on page 16 of the final office action: 

[I]t would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine providing the shape sequence indicating 
a shape of said target area when said target area is not rectangular as 
taught by Priem with the method for using windows as taught by 
Hekmatpour and Tse. Doing so allows the programmer to provide 
windows and other icons having various shapes. 

Appellant respectfully submits this rationale does not provide the motivation to 
combine Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem . 

Moreover, when an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Claim 11 ultimately depends from 
independent claim 1 and claim 31 from independent claim 21. Appellant submits the 
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combination of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem does not teach all of the claim limitations 
of claims 1 and 21. Therefore, claims 11 and 31 are also not obvious in view of 
Hekmatpour, Tse, and Priem . 

(5) Whether claims 49 and 51 are obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply 

Appellant submits that the combination of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply does not 
render Appellant's claimed invention obvious, since the combination does not meet any 
of the three basic criteria for obviousness listed earlier. 

Appellant submits there is no motivation in either the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine of 
modify Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply to produce Appellant's claimed invention. As 
discussed earlier, Hekmatpour teaches a method and system for presenting interactive 
hypermedia objects on a computer system. Tse discloses a method and system for color 
key detection. And Kaply teaches a windowing environment for displaying previously 
obscured information. Appellant respectfully submits Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply do 
not provide sufficient teachings for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art to make the 
proposed combination to produce Appellant's claimed invention. 

The Examiner states the following on page 16 of the final office action: 

[I]t would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the step of disabling special processing 
when a special window is covered by another window with the other 
window processing as taught by Kaply with the window and color 
processing disclosed by Hekmatpour . Doing so reduces processing time 
and increase [sic] system performance. 
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Appellant respectfully submits this rationale does not provide the motivation to 
combine Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply . 

Moreover, when an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then 
any claim depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 
1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Claim 49 depends from independent 
claim 48 and claim 51 from independent claim 50. Appellant submits the combination 
of Hekmatpour, Tse, and Kaply does not teach all of the claim limitations of claims 48 
and 50. Therefore, claims 49 and 51 are also not obvious in view of Hekmatpour, Tse, 



In light of the arguments above. Appellant believes that all claims pending in.the 
application are allowable and therefore requests a reversal of the final rejection of such 
claims. 



and Kaply . 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date: May 23, 2005 




Nancy R. Simon 
Attorney for Appellant 
Reg. No. 36,930 

19925 Stevens Creek Boulevard 

Cupertino, California 95014-2358 

direct dial (408) 973-7872; fax (408) 973-7282 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

Claim 1 (Previously presented) An apparatus for generating an image on a display, 
wherein said image includes one or more special windows, comprising: 

a window manager to embed special window information in a video signal, 
wherein said video signal characterizes said image to be generated on said display; and 

a window decoder to extract said special window information from said video 
signal and responsively generate a display control signal, wherein said display control 
signal enables special processing of portions of said video signal associated with said 
one or more special windows, and wherein said special processing results in said one or 
more special windows being produced on said display with one or more display 
attributes that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal. 

Claim 2 (Previously presented): The apparatus of claim 1, wherein said window 
manager is included in an operating system. 

Claim 3 (Original): The apparatus of claim 1, wherein said window decoder is 
implemented as an application-specific integrated circuit. 
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Claim 4 (Previously presented): The apparatus of claim 1, further comprising: 

a target area in said special windows to be specially processed in response to said 
display control signal, wherein said special processing results in said target area being 
produced on said display with one or more display attributes that differ from non- 
target areas; and 

a video interface to transmit data including said special window information to 
said display. 

Claim 5 (Original): The apparatus of claim 4, further comprising: 
pixels contained in said display; 

a first color signal serving as a video clock signal for said special window 
information; 

a second color signal including said special window ir\formation; and 
a third color signal. 

Claim 6 (Original): The apparatus of claim 5, further comprising: 

key signals including a pattern of bits of said special window information to 
encode a target area position, and corresponding to a pattern of said pixels depicted in 
said display. 
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Claim 7 (Original): The apparatus of claim 5, further comprising: 

pixel pairs in said display, each member pixel of said pixel pairs being 
proximately located, said pixel pairs being colored according to said first color signal, 
said second color signal, and said third color signal in an additively complementary 
manner to visually approximate a single pixel of a mixed color. 

Claim 8 (Original): The apparatus of claim 6, wherein components of said key signals 
include: 

a start sequence indicating a beginning of said key signals; 

a code sequence distinguishing said key signals from said data; 

a horizontal offset sequence indicating a boundary of said target area relative to 
a horizontal position of said key signals; 

a vertical offset sequence indicating a second boundary of said target area 
relative to a vertical position of said key signals; 

a CRC checksum verifying said horizontal offset sequence and said vertical offset 
sequence; and 

a stop sequence indicating an end of said key signals. 
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Claim 9 (Original): The apparatus of claim 8, further comprising: 

nondiff erential key signal data indicating said start sequence and said stop 
sequence; and 

differential key signal data indicating remaining components of said key signals. 

Claim 10 (Original): The apparatus of claim 8, further comprising: 
a number sequence indicating a number of special windows. 

Claim 11 (Original): The apparatus of claim 8, further comprising: 

a shape sequence indicating a shape of said target area when said target area is 
not rectangular. 

Claim 12 (Original): The apparatus of claim 8, further comprising: 

a selection sequence indicating a selection from among a plurality of available 
special processes. 

Claim 13 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 6, wherein scroll bars in said special 
windows function as controls for special processing. 
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Claim 14 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 6, wherein said key signals include 
hidden watermarks. 

Claim 15 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 6, wherein said key signals include 
visibly apparent symbols. 

Claim 16 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 6, further comprising: 

key signal verification circuits identifying said special windows and responsively 
enabling an attribute; 

a vertical counter monitoring a number of vertically scanned lines of said pixels 
occurring after a vertical synchronization signal; 

a horizontal counter monitoring a number of horizontally scanned pixels after a 
horizontal synchronization signal; 

registers storing said target area position in terms of said vertically scanned lines 
and said horizontally scanned pixels when said attribute is enabled; 

a comparator monitoring a position of said pixels in terms of said vertically 
scanned lines and said horizontally scanned pixels, comparing said position of said 
pixels to said target area position, and responsively generating said display control 
signal to enable special processing. 



Page 30 of 44 



Application No. 09/160,503 
Appeal Brief dated May 23, 2005 

Claim 17 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 16, further comprising: - 

an internal logic clock signal denoting an intended duration for said special 
processing of said pixels in said target area; and 

♦ 

a frequency control unit synchronizing said internal logic clock signal to said 
video clock signal to regulate a horizontal width of said pixels in said target area with a 
duration of said display control signal, thereby calibrating said special processing with 
a scan of said display. 

Claim 18 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 17, wherein said key signal verification 
circuits enable said attribute when a duration of said key signals in terms of internal 
logic clock signal periods is consistent with a key signal format. 

Claim 19 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 16, wherein said attribute is disabled by 
an absence of said key signals. 

Claim 20 (Withdrawn): The apparatus of claim 16, wherein said key signal verification 
circuits enable said attribute when said key signals exist during one scan of said display 
and persist for a number of scans of said display. 
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Claim 21 (Previously presented): A method for generating an image on a display, 
wherein said image includes one or more special windows, comprising the steps of: 

embedding special window information in a video signal, wherein said video 
signal characterizes said image to be generated on said display; 

extracting said special window information from said video signal; and 

generating a display control signal in response to said window information to 
enable different processing of portions of said video signal associated with said one or 
more special windows, wherein said different processing results in said one or more 
special windows being produced on said display with one or more display attributes 
differing from non-processed portions of said video signal. 

Claim 22 (Previously presented): The method of claim 21, wherein said step of 
embedding is performed by a window manager that is included in an operating system. 

Claim 23 (Original): The method of claim 21, wherein said window decoder is 
implemented as an application-specific integrated circuit. 
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Claim 24 (Previously presented): The method of claim 21, further comprising the steps 
of: 

specially processing a target area in said special windows in response to said 
display control signal, wherein said special processing results in said target area being 
produced on said display with one or more display attributes that differ from non- 
target areas; and 

transmitting data including said special window information to said display 
using a video interface. 

Claim 25 (Original): The method of claim 24, further comprising the steps of: 
depicting pixels in said display; 

transmitting a first color signal serving as a video clock signal for said special 
window information; 

transmitting a second color signal including said special window information; 

and 

transmitting a third color signal. 



Page 33 of 44 



Application No. 09/160,503 
Appeal Brief dated May 23, 2005 

Claim 26 (Original): The method of claim 25, further comprising the steps of: 

transmitting key signals including a pattern of bits of said special window 
information to encode a target are position, and 

corresponding to a pattern of said pixels depicted in said display. 

Claim 27 (Original): The method of claim 25, further comprising the step of: 

depicting pixel pairs in said display, each member pixel of said pixel pairs being 
proximately located, said pixel pairs being colored according to said first color signal, 
said second color signal, and said third color signal in an additively complementary 
manner to visually approximate a single pixel of a mixed color. 
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Claim 28 (Original): The method of claim 26, wherein said step of transmitting said key 
signals further comprises the step of concurrently transmitting within said key signals: 

a start sequence indicating a beginning of said key signals; 

a code sequence distinguishing said key signals from said data; 

a horizontal offset sequence indicating a boundary of said target area relative to 
a horizontal position of said key signals; 

a vertical offset sequence indicating a second boundary of said target area 
relative to a vertical position of said key signals; 

a CRC checksum verifying said horizontal offset sequence and said vertical offset 
sequence; and 

a stop sequence indicating an end of said key signals. 

Claim 29 (Original): The method of claim 28, further comprising the steps of: 

transmitting nondiff erential key signal data indicating said start sequence and 
said stop sequence; and 

transmitting differential key signal data indicating remaining components of said 
key signals. 
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Claim 30 (Original): The method of claim 28, further comprising the step of: 

transmitting a number sequence indicating a number of special windows. 

Claim 31 (Original): The method of claim 28, further comprising the step of: 

transmitting a shape sequence indicating s shape of said target area when said 
target area is not rectangular. 

Claim 32 (Original): The method of claim 28, further comprising the step of: 

transmitting a selection sequence indicating a selection from among a plurality of 
available special processes. 

Claim 33 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 26, wherein scroll bars in said special 
windows function as controls for special processing. 

Claim 34 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 26, wherein said key signals include 
hidden watermarks. 

Claim 35 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 26, wherein said key signals include 
visibly apparent symbols. 
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Claim 36 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 26, further comprising the steps of: 

identifying said special windows and responsively enabling an attribute using 
key signal verification circuits; 

monitoring a number of vertically scanned lines of said pixels occurring after a 
vertical synchronization signal using a vertical counter; 

monitoring a number of horizontally scanned pixels after a horizontal 
synchronization signal using a horizontal counter; 

using registers to store said target area position in terms of said vertically 
scanned lines and said horizontally scanned pixels when said attribute is enabled; 

using a comparator to monitor a position of said pixels in terms of said vertically 
scanned lines and said horizontally scanned pixels, to compare said position of said 
pixels to said target area position, and to responsively generate said display control 
signal to enable special processing. 
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Claim 37 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 26, further comprising the steps of: 

denoting an intended duration for said special processing of said pixels in said 
target area using an internal logic clock signal; and 

» 

using a frequency control unit to synchronize said internal logic clock signal to 
said video clock signal and regulate a horizontal width of said pixels in said target area 
with a duration of said display control signal, thereby calibrating said special 
processing with a scan of said display. 

Claim 38 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 36, wherein said key signal verification 
circuits enable said attribute when a duration of said key signals in terms of internal 
logic clock signal periods is consistent with a key signal format. 

Claim 39 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 36, wherein said attribute is disabled by an 
absence of said key signals. 

Claim 40 (Withdrawn): The method of claim 36, wherein said key signal verification 
circuits enable said attribute when said key signals exist during one scan of said display 
and persist for a number of scans of said display. 
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Claim 41 (Original): The method of claim 26, wherein said step of transmitting said key 
signals further comprises the steps of: 

transmitting a start sequence indicating a beginning of said key signals; 

transmitting a code sequence distinguishing said key signals from said data; 

transmitting a horizontal offset sequence indicating a boundary of said target 
area relative to a horizontal position of said key signals; 

transmitting a vertical offset sequence indicating a second boundary of said 
target area relative to a vertical position of said key signals; 

transmitting a CRC checksum verifying said horizontal offset sequence and said 
vertical offset sequence; and 

transmitting a stop sequence indicating an end of said key signals. 



Page 39 of 44 



Application No. 09/160,503 
Appeal Brief dated May 23, 2005 

Claim 42 (Previously presented): A system for generating an image on a display, 
wherein said image includes one or more special windows, comprising: 

means for embedding special window information in a video signal, wherein 
said video signal characterizes said image to be generated on said display; 

means for extracting said special window information from said video signal; 

and 

means for generating a display control signal in response to said window 
information to enable different processing of portions of said video signal associated 
with said one or more special windows, wherein said different processing results in 
said one or more special windows being produced on said display with one or more 
display attributes differing from non-processed portions of said video signal. 



0 
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Claim 43 (Previously presented): A computer-readable medium comprising program 
instructions for generating an image comprised of one or more special windows on a 
display by performing the steps of: 

embedding a special window information in a video signal using a window 
manager, wherein said video signal characterizes said image to be generated on said 
display; 

extracting said special window information from said video signal using a 
window decoder; and 

generating a display control signal in response to said window information to 
enable special processing of portions of said video signal associated with said one or 
more special windows, wherein said special processing results in said one or more 
special windows being produced on said display with one or more display attributes 
that differ from non-processed portions of said video signal. 

Claim 44 (Previously presented): The apparatus of claim 1, wherein the special window 
information is embedded in the video signal so as to be visually indistinctive to a 
viewer. 

Claim 45 (Previously presented): The method of claim 21, wherein the special window 
information is embedded in the video signal so as to be visually indistinctive to a 
viewer. 
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Claim 46 (Previously presented): The system of claim 42, whereiri the special window 
information is embedded in the video signal so as to be visually indistinctive to a 
viewer. 

Claim 47 (Previously presented): The computer-readable medium of claim 43, wherein 
the special window information is embedded in the video signal so as to be visually 
indistinctive to a viewer. 

Claim 48 (Previously presented): A method for displaying an image on a display, 
wherein said image includes one or more special windows, comprising the steps of: 

receiving a video signal that represents said image to be generated on said 
display, wherein said video signal includes at least one key signal embedded therein; 

extracting said at least one key signal from said video signal; 

selectively generating a display control signal in response to said at least one key 
signal, wherein said display control signal indicates a target area within said one or 
more special windows is to be specially processed in order to display said target area 
with one or more display attributes that differ from non-target areas; and 

generating an output signal based on said video signal and the presence or 
absence of said display control signal, wherein said output signal produces said image 
including said one or more special windows on said display. 
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Claim 49 (Previously presented): The method of claim 48, further comprising the step 
of disabling special processing when a special window is covered by another window. 

Claim 50 (Previously presented): An apparatus for displaying an image on a display, 
wherein said image includes one or more special windows, comprising: 

means for receiving a video signal that represents said image to be generated on 
said display, wherein said video signal includes at least one key signal embedded 
therein; 

means for extracting said at least one key signal from said video signal; 

means for selectively generating a display control signal in response to said at 
least one key signal, wherein said display control signal indicates a target area within 
said one or more special windows is to be specially processed in order to display said 
target area with one or more display attributes that differ from non-target areas; and 

means for generating an output signal based on said video signal and the 
presence or absence of said display control signal, wherein said output signal produces 
said image including said one or more special windows on said display. 

Claim 51 (Previously presented): The apparatus of claim 50, further comprising means 
for disabling special processing when a special window is covered by another window. 
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OPINION 



At the outset, although ignored by appellant and the 

examiner, „e note that claims « and 44, directed to = • 

' "-^^ecced to a 'computer- 

readable medium," are awkward, while there is nothing 

rntrinsically wrong with claiming such a computer-readable 
-dium, it is a bit awkward to recite that the medium has 

instructions .or performing steps, e.,., -using a display control 
-vrce...-^ Wherein such steps "regui/ a structure, m anv ev... 
we make no rejection based dh this /language, leaving to 
appellant and the examiner to make sure that all claims 
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invention. 

With regard to the independent claims, the examiner applies 
McLaughlin .or a teaching C generating a high-luminance viewing 
Window 300 on a computer display 16 comprising a host computer 
system .or running an application program .citing column 5, lines 
15-18), a processor 11 .or automatically generating a window 
control signal (citing column 14, line 37, on link 16E in 
response . to the application program (citing colu^ 14, Unes 36 
« and column 15, lines 13-22), and a computer display device 16 
Wherein the computer display device comprises a window generator 
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device, i.entifiea a. processor »C in Pi,„e 1, .o. .eceivin, 
the Window control si^ai an. ,or ,ene.atin, a „in.o„ in.o^ation 
-^al .citin, coiu^ 5, Unes 15-,.,, ana a display control 
device .control circuitry ISO in Pi^ure 1 ana colu™ s, line 1., 
to control characteristics, such as si.e, position, .ri,htness 

and contrast (column 3, lines 50-571 rs^ ^v. ■ 

xines 50 57), of the main window and the 

hi,h-i™inance „inao„ .coW 15, lines 13-,.,. 
contenas that these two winaows have -two aistinct indorsations" 
ana both are aisplayea on a CRT ais^^ay screen in response to 
winaow information .ro. man^l contLls leB or <ro„ the „inao„ 
venerator 16C. . .he examiner .nrther points to the aisplay aevice 
16 receiving a viaeo signal fro. viaeo boara 20 nnaer control ot 
processor 11. 

The examiner recognizes that McLaughlin does not explicitly 
disclose the control cirrnii- i • • 

circuit 16D receiving the video signal and 

processing the received video sionVi 

a viaeo signal m response to the window 

information signal in order to generate a hi. h 1 • 

u generate a high- luminance viewing 

window. Howe^vfiT- . 

owever, the examiner turns to Whitehead for a teaching 

Of hrghlighting an area of a CRT, iaentif ying highlight selector 

33 in .igure 2 of Whitehead as a window generator device. «ter 

discussing how Whitehead discloses various elements for receiving 

a Window control signal generatea by a highlight operator 
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cent ^ ^^^^^^ ^ 

control devirp =+- . ^^j-ciy 

that I " '"'■^ 

„ou.. .... ^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

■generator devirp +-v >^-Lnaow 

^ and the control display device for the window 

nerator device and the control di.pla, device o. Hc.a..hlin 
ecau3e thi. „o.ld allow the operator ad^.tin, the .ri^htne. 
and/or contrast of the selected hi,hli,ht area and/or the 
■oacground i„a,e independently as tau.ht hy whitehead .see 
abstract)- [answer-page 5]. 

we Will .....3e the exa^iner^/ rejections .ased on a lac. of 
^ Of a ,,3, obviousness With regard to th 

instant clai:„ed subject matter. 9 to the 

Each independent claim specifically reouires in 
. ^ '^si^ires, in one form or 

another, a display control for receiving a video signal and a 
w«aow information si^al .which is generated from a window 
control Signal provided by a processor responsive to an 
application program, and processing the video signal responsive 

~ ^-o-tion Signal in order to generate a high- 
luminance Viewing Window. „ow, the examiner recogni.es this ■ 
-nciency in Mclaughlin and so relies on Whitehead to provide 
'--^"9- However, the examiner specifically identifies 
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M,hU,.t .elector 3e o. „MteKeaa as the -.i^..^ .ene.ato. 

device,'' 



" is clear, fro. Whitehead, that highlight selector 38 
selects a .l„ere„t loo.-up ta.le In a transfer ..„ctlo„ .e„or. 

or t,. _ also mtenslf, the l„a.e 

in that area (column 4, lines 28--:iii k 4- • 

. ' lines 28 31), but it does not, in any 

way, generate a .indow, as require, a ^window generator 
-ice.^ ....e.ea. .a. .i,...,,, . ^^^^^ ^^^^ 

not generate its own distinct imagerfia a ^windn. 

yc^via a window generator 

device." 4 



Whxle, no separate window is generated by whitehead, one 
"i*t say that hi,hU,ht selector 3a of Whitehead could he 
considered a -window generator device,-- as claimed, since it does 
-e.ve a window control signal ,fro„ highlight operator controls 

^ ^^-^^ the outputs Of highlight 

selector 38) which r-oni^ 

could, conceivably, be labeled 'a window 

J.nf ormation sian?»i " u^l 

, . " - ^"t-P«t the highlight 

interpretation can go. .or example, instant clai. f^^.^r 
call, for the display control device to receive a video signal 
-.the Window information signal (which was generated fro. the 
window generator device previously) and to use that window 
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screen to generate the high-l™inan« Viewing 

„f . "iewing window. The output 

-..te.ea.3 ..g.Ug.t.e.ector 3. J 

.nterprete. a. the -w.n.ow .n,o..at.on 3.gna.,- .3 not, .n an. 

a. --~a..eo3.gn.3oa3togene.ateaMgJ 
luminance viewing window, a3 claimed. 

It 13 true that the examiner I3 employing McLaughlin a3 the 
^-erence teaching the claimed dl3^a. control de.ice le which 
-eives the video 3lgnal .#om the/video hoard .0. However, 

aevice 16 (column 5, lines 59-60) th^y^ ■ 
• . ^, ^^^^^ nothing therein 

^ndacating that the display device processes a vid. • 
the bo;,rH • ocesses a video signal from 

board, in re3pon3e to a window information signal. Moreover 
ven ough the. examiner al3o points to .igure e o. Whitehead Zl 

eachrng o. a video signal, we .ind nothing in whitehead 
-■cati„, ,,,, ^^^^^^^ ^^ ^^^^^^.^^ 

r 3p.„3, ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

; n ^"^^""^ " '^'^^ ^ — - - 

aced in the .igure . embodiment o. whitehead, it would appear 
t an input to the highlight selector 3S would. initiate .rom 
video Signal, rather than the video signal and the -window 
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information signal" being both input to a -disnl 
device." P to a display control 



-en i. the references were co^inable, and „e are not 
-Vinced, .ro„ the e.a^n.r-s rationale, that the. are so 
::t"""' " - Have sought to co:.ine the. 

t " - --nt Claimed subject 

^ er because no reasonable co.ination of these references 
would have resulted m the claimed |^ste. and .ethod whereby a 
.^ocessor automatically g.^rates I „i„do. control signal in 
«3ponse to an .application program, a window Information signal 
IS generated from that window control , 
information signal so ' 

Signal ■ "^^"^ '° P""" ^ 

- order to generate a high-luminance viewing window. 

Moreover, the examiner- s rationale for making the 
combination, i.e., . -because this would allow the operator 

hlTt; " the selected 

ight area and/or the background image independently, as 
taught by Whitehead ,.ee abstract." lan.wer-page 5, app 

based on impermissible hindsight """^ " 
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It would appear that McLau,hUn, alone, would teach the 
ad3ust.e„t Of b.i,,tne3. and/or contrast, of a selected 
M,hli,hted window while leavln, a .aC.round portion of a 
-spla. at a lower .rl.htness, or luminance, .his Is .ased on 
HcLau^hlln-s teaching of enahUn, a user to var, dlspla. 
parameters such as .rl^htness, or contrast, picture sl.e or 
position .see abstract,. Including selection of a -maxl^u. 
^.3pla.ed intensity value. ^ ..us, the l^,e In window 300 can 
a. ts ^ ^ ^ 1 ^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

the hac.,round portion of the sc^reen. „c.au,hlln would also 
appear to run an application pro.ra. and a processor wherein that 

to establish, or generate, the window 300. However. It Is not 
Clear that Mcl,au,hlln, or the co^lnatlon of Mc.au^hlln and 

Whitehead, teaches or suaaes^c: t-h^ v.- 

suggests the combination or 

interrelationship of the cl^-in^ow • 

'"'"'^ ^^^"^^^ -^-"i- the application 
program causes a processor to automatically generate • . 

'^■^■^y generate a window 

generate a window Information signal „hlch. In turn. Is used to 

process a vid^n c:^or-r^-.^ 

" ■^"""^'^ ^^-^1 then 

a computer dlspla. screen to generate a hl,h-luml„ance 
Viewing window thereon. 
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we have reviewed the abstract of Whitehead, which the 
examiner points to for the suggestion of adjusting 
brightness/contrast of a selected highlighted area and/or 
background i„age Independently .ut this teaching appears to he 
clirected to highlighting portions of an l^age so as to give 
better contrast, as. In a .edical i.age. it does not appear to he 
d-cted to highlighting only certain portions of a display 
•screen" and certainly does not add anything „ore to Mclaughlin 
wh.ch already suggests. In our vlewlfthe adjustment of the 
luminance of a window Indep.identl/of a hac.ground section 

While the examiner applies .agonl i„ a rejection of certain 
dependent claims, since Lagonl does not provide for the 
deficiencies of the primary references regarding the Independent 
c arms, we also will „ot sustain the rejection of those claims to 
Which McLaughlin, whitehead and Lagonl are applied In 
combination. 
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The examiner's decision rejecting claims 26-45 under 
35 U.S.C. 103 is reversed. 

REVERSED 



^^OL A. KRASS 
Administrative PateiJ' Judg€ 




LEE E. BARRETT 
Administrative Patent Judge 

JOSyPH L. DIXON 
Administrative Patent Judge 




BOARD OF PATENT 
APPEALS AND 
INTERFERENCES 



EK/RWK 



-II- 



Appeal No. 2002-1304 
Application No. 08/900,964 



^^PPO & FERRELL 
PALO ALTO, CA 94303 



